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You are hereby notified that on this date the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission 

("Commission") made the following entry in this Cause: 

On January 14, 2003, the ~~~~~~~ County Board of Commissioners, Michigan City, 

Indiana, County of Lake, Lake County Council, City of Plymouth, City of LaPorte and the 

Office of the Utility Consumer Counselor ~~~~~~~~ f~led a Joint Request for a Field Hearing 

("Joint Motion") in this Cause. In their Joint Motion, the parties indicate that: "Due to the 

complex issues involving local communities in northern Indiana, as demonstrated by the multiple 
parties to this action, and the difficulties in travel to have all interested parties attend the hearing 

in Indianapolis, the Parties to this motion believe that the interests of justice would be served by 

a field hearing." Joint Motion at 2. 

On January 16, 2003, Northern Indiana Public Service Company ("NIPSCO") filed its 

Response in Opposition to the Joint Motion for a Field Hearing or. in the Alternative, a Motion 

for an Extension of the Procedural Schedule ("Response") in this matter. In its Response, 
NIPSCO indicates that all Parties to this Cause have jointly requested that the procedural 

schedule be revised on several occasions to allow for ongoing settlement discussions. NIPSCO 

further indicates that throughout the pendency of this proceeding, there has been no indication 

from the Complaints or the OUCC that a field hearing would be requested. At this juncture of 
this proceeding, which was initiated almost one-year ago, NIPSCO contends that the request for 
a field hearing is untimely and potentially prejudicial to NIPSCO in light of the current 
procedural schedule. NIPSCO indicates in its Response that, if the Commission believes that a 

field hearing is appropriate, the Parties January 22, 2003 ~~~~~~~~~ date and the January 28, 2003 

Evidentiary Hearing should be extended to a time following the field hearing. 



The Presiding Off~cers, having reviewed the Joint Motion, and Response, filed in this 

Cause hereby take the Joint Motion under advisement and GRANT ~~~~~~~~ request to extend 
the Parties January 22, 2003 ~~~~~~~~~ date. Based on our review of the Joint Motion, and 

Response, it is apparent that the Parties have been involved in ongoing settlement discussions in 
this matter. Prior to ruling on the Joint Motion, which if granted would necessitate the 

expenditure of additional resources on the part of the Parties and the Commission, the Presiding 

Officers believe that the Commission should be fully advised regarding the prospect of 
settlement in this proceeding. Therefore, we hereby convert the January 28, 2003, Evidentiary 
Hearing to a Settlement Hearing. At the Settlement Hearing, Counsel for all Parties should 

appear and be prepared, either jointly, or individually, to advise the Presiding Off~cers regarding 

the prospect of settlement in this Cause. If the Parties have entered into a Settlement Agreement, 
the agreement should be f~led with the Commission prior to the Settlement Hearing, and the 

Parties should be prepared to enter the agreement into the record on January 28, 2003~~ 

IT IS SO ORDERED. ~~~ ~ ~ 
~ 

~ ~ 

~~~~ ~~~ ~~~~ 
David ~~ ~~~~~~~ Commissioner ~~ 

~~~~~~~~~ 
Scott ~~ Storms, Chief Administrative Law Judge 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Date 

~ 

~~~4~ Nancy ~~~ ~~~~~~~ Secre~~ry ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

While the Presiding Off~cers strongly encourage the Parties to attempt to resolve this matter agreement, 
following the Settlement Hearing the Presiding Off~cers will schedule a new date for the Evidentiary 

Hearing, and rule on any pending motions, as necessary. 
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